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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . This office action is in response to applicant's amendment and request for 
continued examination filed, 05 May 2010, of application filed, with the above serial 
number, on 23 February 2004 in which claims 1, 7, 9, 13, 14, and 17-21 have been 
amended. Claims 1-21 are pending in the application. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 9 is objected to because of the following informalities: In line 6, "then the 
setting the" is suggested to be amended to "then setting the". Appropriate correction is 
required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

4. Claims 13-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

The claim is drawn to a "computer readable storage medium". The specification 
exemplifies the medium as including transmission or communication medium such as 
"carrier wave" (paragraph 22 of published specification). While "storage", as amended in 
08/14/08, attempts to exclude the communication media, the storage medium offers that 
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any other medium can be used to store the information, thus including communication 
media and transitory signals. Thus the claim as a whole covers transitory signals, which 
does not fall into any of the four categories of invention (process, machine, 
manufacture, or composition of matter). 

In order to expedite a comprehensive examination of the instant application, the claims rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 1 01 (non-statutory) above, are further rejected as set forth below in anticipation of applicant amending these 
claims to place them within the admissible statutory categories of invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-8,12-14, and 1 7-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bates et al (hereinafter "Bates", 6,807,566) in view of Warner et al 
(hereinafter "Warner", 6,665,655). 

As per Claim 1 , Bates teaches a method for deleting threads from a discussion 
group comprising a plurality of posts, the method comprising: 

determining whether at least one user has read at least one post within a thread 
(at least Fig. 2; col. 5:10-24; 5:47-6:7; events, any message posting/ feedback from 
user); 
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determining whether at least one user has rated the at least one post within the 
thread as useful (at least col. 5:10-24; 5:47-6:7; positive feedback); 

if the at least one user has rated at least one post as useful, retaining the thread 
(at least col. 5:47-6:7; positive feedback adjusting message rating, displaying only those 
above a threshold); 

determining if the at least one user has read at least one post and not rated the 
at least one post (at least col. 7:47-55; neutral feedback adjusting message rating, 
displaying only those above a threshold) and 

if the at least one user has rated at least one post as not useful, deleting the 
thread (at least col. 5:10-24; 5:47-6:7; retaining and displaying messages having a 
rating above a threshold). 

Bates fails to explicitly teach retaining the thread if at least one user has read at 
least one post and not rated the at least one post and providing a message to the at 
least one user inquiring whether the at least one post was useful to the at least one 
user, wherein providing the message to the at least one user comprises providing, to 
the at least one user, a first selection operative to indicate, upon selection, a positive 
response, and a second selection operative to indicate, upon selection, a negative 
response. However, the use and advantages for using such a system is well known to 
one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made as evidenced by the teachings 
of Warner. Warner, in an analogous art, teaches informational items having relevancy 
ratings (at least Warner col. 3:41-55) wherein when a user selects an informational item 
to view and read, the implicit rating of the informational item is increased as it is 
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assumed from the fact the user made the selection for the information item to be 
positive (at least col. 5:32-53). Warner further teaches it to be well known to explicitly 
request input from a user regarding the relevancy of informational items by answering 
either "yes" or "no" to a question "Was this information helpful?" (at least Warner col. 
1 :63-2:6). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made, to incorporate the use of Warner's implicit and explicit 
user rating system with Bates, as Bates teaches the user providing positive, negative, 
and neutral feedback or comments to a posted message (Bates col. 6:25-30, 45-48; col. 
7:49-54; col. 2:59-60), and it would be obvious to use Warner's less time-consuming 
yes/no question and implicit ratings of messages to obtain more and better feedback 
from users instead of a more time-consuming comment as with Bates. 
As per Claim 2. The method of claim 1 , further comprising setting a delete date 
associated with the thread to a predetermined value (at least Bates col. 7:47-56; 
message past certain amount of time/ stale messages having low rating and not being 
displayed; Warner col. 8:41-49; stale based on most recently accessed time). 
As per Claim 3. The method of claim 2, wherein retaining the thread comprises resetting 
the delete date of the thread to the predetermined value (at least Bates col. 5:10-24; 
5:47-6:7; retaining and conditional displaying of messages having a rating above a 
threshold with col. 7:47-56; adjusted rating according to time; Warner col. 8:41-49; stale 
based on most recently accessed time). 

As per Claim 4. The method of claim 3, wherein retaining the thread comprises leaving 
the delete date of the post unchanged (at least Bates col. 5:10-63; displaying messages 
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above rating threshold; Warner col. 9:6-18; stale rate of zero with ratings not being 
aged). 

As per Claim 5. The method of claim 3, wherein deleting the thread comprises: 
determining whether the delete date of the at least one post is equal to a current date; 
and deleting the thread if the delete date is equal to the current date (at least Bates col. 
7:47-56; stale and not displayed; Warner col. 8:41-49; stale based on most recently 
accessed time). 

As per Claim 6. The method of claim 1 , wherein determining whether the at least one 
user has rated at least one post within the thread, comprises: 

storing a rating value in a field associated with the at least one post (at least Bates Fig. 
2, #206); and 

determining whether the at least one user has affirmatively rated the at least one post 

as positive (at least Bates col. 6:1-40; positive feedback rating). 

As per Claim 7. The method of claim 6, further comprising determining whether the 

rating field has a value indicative of the positive response, wherein determining whether 

the rating field has a value indicative of a positive response comprises: 

determining whether the at least one user opened the at least one post (at least Bates 

col. 6:1-40; any comment or response; Warner col. 5:37-45; item selected and 

retrieved); and 

storing a positive value in the rating field associated with the at least one post (at least 
Bates Fig. 2, #206; col. 6:1-40; positive feedback rating; Warner col. 5:41-45; positive 
feedback assumed). 
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As per Claim 8. The method of claim 7, wherein determining whether the rating field has 
the value indicative of the positive response further comprises: 

determining whether the at least one user provided the positive response in response to 
the message inquiry whether the at least one post was useful (at least Bates col. 6:1-40; 
positive feedback rating). 

As per Claim 12. The method of claim 1 , further comprising: 

displaying each post and a rating for each post on a display device (at least Bates Fig. 
2, #206; col. 5:10-63; display). 

As per Claims 13-14 and 17-20. The limitations therein have substantially the same 
scope as claims 1-8 and 12 because claims 13-14 are storage medium claims, and 
claims 17-20 are system claims for implementing the method of claims 1-8 and 12. 
Therefore claims 13-14 and 17-20 are rejected for at least the same reasons as claims 
1-8 and 12. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

7. Claims 9-11,1 5-1 6, and 21 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 



Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-8, 12-14, and 17-20 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Goodman et al (junk/not junk buttons; col. 8:50-52), Arthur et al 
(col. 4:37-45; junk buttons), Pollack et al (col. 11:19-45; user feedback for messages), 
and Boone (Fig. 2; positive/negative/neutral buttons), in addition to previously cited 
Smith et al, Rose et al, Elken, Anderson, Omoigui, Willis, Ginn, and Suzuki are cited for 
disclosing pertinent information related to the claimed invention. Applicants are 
requested to consider the prior art references for relevant teachings when responding to 
this office action. 

1 0. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to GREGORY G. TODD whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-401 1 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 9:00am- 
5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ario Etienne can be reached on (571 )272-4001 . The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Gregory G Todd/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2457 



